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Much of the research on children's friendships and peer relations
has used sociometric measures. The sociometric methodology has
excellent psychometric properties. First, children's sociometiic
dtores are highly reliable even bver a two-or three-year period
(8usk, Ford, & Schulman, 1973; Roff, Sells, & folden, 1972). In
fact, Bonney (1943) found that score$ receiVed on a sociometr1c measure
are as stable as stores recefved on acHiEVEment tests. Sec0nd ‘
children's sociometric status appeafs to predict 1ater social ‘adjust-
‘ment. Low sdciometeic statis 1s relited bo a number of problems in
later 11fe iricluding mental héaith problenis {Cowen, Pedersoh;
Babigidn. Izz0; & Trost, 1824, eonduct distharges from military
servite (Roff, 1961), dr‘cppmg but. of school (UHman, 1957); and
juvenile definquency (Rof? Seifs, & Goldei, 1972) o

~The paer homiration sociometeic Has beeh used in the madbriQy
ot studies of children's peer re1at1dns (e.g.. Hartup; tlazer, &
CHa# eswbith, 1457, Gottinari, th press, &y b; Ghonlund, 1959;
Hobeho, 1934; Roff, seﬁs, & Goldén, 1972) th the fonttiatioh so-
ciometric a child neies a specified NUMber of peers atcordiny to
Scie sbcioﬂatric criteridn slich : as friends, seating companions,
play COmpanions, etc. A child's score tonsists of the number of
noniinations rec~ived from peers., Us1ng a peeér nomination,technique;
Gronlund (1959) found that about 6% of third through sixth grade:
children had no friends in their classrooms. Andther 12% had only
one friend. One of the purposes of the present study is to update
Gronlund's findings by determining the number of children who are -
identified as socially 1solated using a more recent sawple of chi]dren
and a variety of different sociometric measures

Although loreno (1934), the originator of the sociometric
technique, favored the use of positive sociometric criteria {e.g.,
‘name three classmates you especially. like), the peer nomination
technique has also been used with negative criteria (e.g., name thrae
classmates you don't like very much). Originally th: positive and



negative choice sociometrics were thought to be unidimensional--
that low scores on one meant high scores on the other. Such an
inverse relationship would be indicated by a highly negative
correlation_between the two scores. However, research has con-
sistently found this not to be the case. Positive and negative
nomination scores are only moderately negatively related (Moore &
Updegraff, 1964; Roff, Sells, & Golden,-1972) or hot related at
all (Hartup, Glazer, & Charlesworth, 1967). Thus a number of researh-
ers have concluded that the two .different types of sociometric cri-
teria yield different types of information and identify different
types of children {McClelland & Ratliff, 1947; Moore, 1973; lioore &
Updegraff, 1964; Roff, Sells, & Golden, 1972)

 These findings point out the problem of interpreting the social
status of children at the lower end of the popularity continuum. Of
the children who receive few or no positive nominations from peers
some are, at the same time, rejected by peers (children who also
receive 2 large number of negative peer nominations) and others are
neglected or ignored by peers (receiving few or no negative peer
nominations). Thus, in order to differentiate between these two sub-
groups of Tow accepted children,both positive and negative socio-
metric criteria must be used (Moore & Updegraff, 1964).

_ One problem with this position, however, is the ethical guestion
of whether or not tc use negative sociometric-questions. Reff,
Sells, & Golden (197z) discuss the prokiem of using negative choice
sociometric questions in that "many people of all ages resist making
dbrogatonyor even miidly negative statements about their fellows"

(p. 14). Similarly, ioore (1973) has pointed out that "this pfo-
cedure contradicts the adults' usual d15pos1tio" to d1scourage

“-children from making rejecting statements about their compan1ons"(p 3)w -

any researchers, however, have weighed these d1sadvantages against
the above mentiored advantage of using negative sociometric choices
and have chosen to include negative criteria in their sociometric
assessments.



The roster and rating sociometric questionnaire is an alternative
sociometric methodology which has been used in recent studies of
peer relations. Originally developed for use with junior and senior
high schooi students by Roistacher (1974), the-rating scale socio-
_metric has been adapted for use with elementary school children by
Singleton and Asher (1976) and by Oden and Asher {in press).
Childrenxare provided with an alphabetized 1ist of all their classmates
in which eacthamé is followed by the numbers one through five.
Children circle the number which best describes how much they 1like
to play with&gpr work with) each classmate at school. A rating of
five indicates that they "like to alot" and a rating of one indicates
that they "don't 1ike to." A child's score consists of the average
rating received from peers. ‘

This rating scale techrique has the advantage of each child
being rated by all of his or her classmates, thus providing an indi-
cation of the child's acceptance by all of the group members. It
also has the advantage of including both positive and negative
sociometric criteria in a single measure. Because children can rate
classmates anywhere along the scale, thiis sociometric method does
not force children to chuose peers accbrding to negative criteria,
thus eliminating to some degree the ethical problems described in
using negative nomination sociometrics. The rating scale may,
therefore, provide an alternative technique to positive and negative
‘nomination sociometrics for iden:ifying socially Isolated children.
The present research focuses on this possibility by examining the
relationship between scores on the rating scale sociometric and on
positive as well as negative nominatios sociometrics.

Finally, in terms of sociometric assessment procedures, the
present research focuses on the test-retest reliability of the various
sociometric ‘measures. A fTew studies have compared the re11ab111ty
of positlve and negat1ve nominat1on measures and have found that_
posit1ve nomination scores are more reliable than negative nominatica



scores (Hartup, Glazer, & Charlesworth, 1967; Roff, Sells, &

Golden, 1972). Qne study (Oden & Asher, in press) has presented
data on the relative stability of rating scale versus positive
nomination measures. The median correlation over 11 different
classrooms for a "play with” rating scale sociometric waS‘.82, and
for a friendship nomination sociometric was .69, suggestfhg that

the rating scale sociometric may be a somewhat more reliable socio-
metric. Previous studies have not, however, compared all three
measures with the same sample of children. This comparison was made
in the present study. | .

Anothér‘ébjeétive of the present research was to learn more about
the effectiveness of various intervention strategies designed to
‘increase peer acceptance of socfal]y isolated children. A number of
different techniques have been used to successfdlly increase children's
social interactions andfor peer acceptance, including shaping pro-
cedures (e.g., Allen, Hart, Buell, Harris, & Wolf, 1964). Peer
pairing procedures (e.g., Chennauit, 1947), and modeling procedures
(e.g., O'Connor, 1969, 1572).

In a recent study by Oden and Asher (in press) a coaching technique
was used to successfully increase the peer acceptance of socially
isolated children. the coaching procedure, based on work with adults
by McFall and Twentyman (1973), contains three components: (1) the
verbal transmission of strategies or rules of behavior, (2) opportuni-
ties for practice of those strategies, and (3) review of the strategies
after the practice session. Sccially isolated third and fourth grade
children were assigned to one of three conditions: coaching, peer pair-
ing, or control. Children in each of the corditions participated in
six different sessions‘with six different partners over a period of
about 4 weeks. Children in the coaching condition were "coached"
on four social skills: participation, cooperation, comaunication,

__and validation-support. These skills were selected because. they -
were found in previous research to correspond to social behaviors which
correlated highly with peer acceptance (e.g., Asher, Oden, & Gottman,
1977; Hartup, 1970).



A peer paifing condition was employed to control for the effects
of simply being paired with a more accepted peer for participation in
a special activity (e.g., Chennault, 1967; Rucker & Vincenzo, 1970).
Like the coached children, children in.the peer pairing condition
participated in six game sessions with the same six partners but
they received no instructions or review from the coach at any time.
Finally, a control group of children participated in six game sessions
with the same six classmates. These children did not interact; they
played solitary games. Control children received no coaching at any
time.

Posttest socismetric results indicated that children who were
coached made significant gains on a “play with" rating scale sociometric.
Furthermore, follow-up sociometric measures obtained 1 year later
ind*cated that coached children continued to improve in sociometric
ratings while peer pairing and control children did not show such
gains. Replication of this study is needed to further inveStigate
the usefulness uf the coaching procedure. |

Tha present study compared a general cozching procedure which
pla.2s equal emphasis o the four‘concepts with an individualized
ceaching procedure b3sscd o1 extensive pretraining assessment of the
particular skill deficits of each isolated child. Assessment of
individual problems was based on four different sources of informa-
tion: sociometric ratings, behavioral observations, interviews with
teachers, and intervicus with peers. In addition to an individualized
coaching condition anc a g=neral coaching condition, a pesr pairing
condition was also empluyad as a control for possible effects of
~sinply-being paired for play sessions with a more popular peer. It
was hypothesized that the individuq]ized‘éoaching procedyre would
be more effective than a genekal coaching procedure in increasing

~children's-peer-acceptance.  ~In addition, both “individualizedand = = =

'genera]icoaching”procedures"were”expected”tO”result in greater gains '
in peer acceptance than the peer pairing condition.



METHOD

Subjects -

Third, fourth, and fifth grade children (N=205) in gight
different classrooms imn Champaign-Urbana, linois, participated in
the sociometric assessment phase'of‘thé study. On the basis of
sociometric results, 24 low accepted children {11 females, 13 males)
were selected for participation in the intervention phase.

Sociometric Assessment

Three different sociometric measures were used in this phase of
the study to assess children's sociometric status within,their
classrooms. The measures were a positive choice peer nomination
sociometric, a negative choice peer nomination socigmetric, and a
rating scale sociemetric questionnaire, N '

For the positive peer namination éociométric, each child was
given a list of all their classmates, in alphabetical order, and
asked to circle the names of three children whom they "especially
like at school." The children were pravided with a class roster
in order to avoid the possibility that a child would not be nominated
because he or she was temporarily forgotten. A child's score on this
measure consisted of the number of nominatiaons received from sameAsex..
peers. Only same-sex nominations were used since previous research
has shown that children of this age group typicaliy give low ratings
to opposite-sex peers (Criswell, 1939; Singleton & Asher, 1976). .

For the negative choice peer nomination sociometric, each child .
was given a list of all their classmates, in alphabetical order, and
_...asked to circle the names of three children whom they "don't like =

~ very much at school." A child's score consisted of the number of
nominations received from same-sex peers.



For the rating scale sociometric, children were asked to give .
ratings to each classmate on a 1 to 5 scale in answer to the
question, "How much do you like to play with this person at school?".
A rating of 1 indicated that the child did mot like %o play with
that classmate very much; a rating of 5 indicated that the child liked
to play with that classmate a Jot. Children Weré”ﬁ?6vided with an
alphabetized list of their classmates on which each name was followed
by- the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. Children were asked to circie the
nuiiber which best describad how much they 1iked to "play with that
person at school.” Prier to completion of the play ratings, the
children were taught how to use the scale. To help children remember
the meanings of the numbers on the scale, a series of five faces were
provided, corresponding to'each point on the scale. The‘faces ranged
in expression from a frown (corresponding to a rating of 1) to a
broad smile (corresponding to a rating of 5). A child's score on the
Play rating consisted of the average rating received from same-sax peers.

A1l three sociometric measures were adm1n1stered in eacth classroom
1ndiv1dua11y by an adult male experimenter who said he was 1nterested
in how children get along together at school. Children were assured
that their individual ratings would be kept confidential.

Identification of Low Accepted Children

In each classroom, three children whe were low in sociometric
status were selected for participation in the intervention phase of the
study. Selection was based on two criteria: (1) that the children
received one of the three lowest average ratings from same-sex peers
on the play rating, and (2) that the children received one or no
nominations from same-sex peers on the positive choice nomination
__sociometric. = C e

- The three lowest rated ch11den in each classroom were. random]y
ass1gned to one of three intervention conditions: individualized



coaching, general coaching, or peer pairing. To ensure that children
in the three intervention conditions were of similar sociometric
status, children were assigned.such that each condition contained

no more than three children rated lowest, three cnildren rated next
to lowest, or three children rated third lowest.

Intervention Conditions

Prior to the first intervention session, ‘the experinenter (first
author) was introduced in each classroom by the teacher as someone '
who would ask children to try out some games. All 24 Tow status
children participated in six different game sessiors over a period
of about 4 to 5 weeks. As much as was possible, given absenteeisn
and special school events, children participated in two sessions per
week on 2 nonconserutive days. Each session involved piaying a game
for about 10 minutes with an average status classmate of the same
sex as the low accepted child. ‘ B

For all 24 children, regardiess of condition, the first game
session involved just playing the game. Beginning with the second
session, the intervartion procedures were begun. They differed
depending on the experimental condition to which each child had been
assigned. ‘ |

Standardized coaching. Children in the‘standardized coaching
condition received coaching on four social skill concepts:
participaticn. conperation, communication, and validation-support.
Prior tu the s2cond game scssion the coach instructed the child on each
of the four general concepts using the foliowing steps in sequence:
(1) the coach proposed that the concept is important in helping make
games fun, {2) thz coach asked the child what the concept means and/or
helped the cm1’d unﬁerstand what the concept means , (3) the coach

~ probed the ch11d s understanding of the concept by asking for spe-

cific behavioral examples of the concept with respect to the game

10




played in thz previous session (the coach provided an example if
‘the child could not), (4) the child was asked for specific
behavioral examples of opposite types of behavior (e.g., not participat-
ing), (5) the child was asked to evaluate how important the concept
is for making the game fun tc play, (6) the coach asked the child to
try out the ideas in the game session to follow, and (7) the coach
asked the child to restate each concept, and restated the concepts
which the child could not remember. The coach then told the child
that they would talk more about the ideas after the game session.

The child was then given an opportunity to practice the ideas in
a 10 minute game session with a peer partner. The child played a
different game with-a different peer partner each session. After the
game session was ccmpleted and the peer partner had returned to the
tlassroom, the coach reviewgﬁwthe game session and the concepts with
the target child. The coach asked whether the child had gotten a
chance to try out each «oncept and whether it had helped make the ‘
game fun. The child was then asked if he/she would like to talk more
and try out another game the next time the coach came. A1l children
responded positively each time. L '
' In the last two or three sessions, the coach focused on concepts
the child had problems remembefing. However, all four cdncepts were
reviewed each time and each of the four cconcepts was given equal em-
phasis to the extent possible. Once the child appeared to have
mastered all four concepts, the coach focused on how these same
concepts might be used in the classroom. Again, behavioral examples
of opposite behaviors were requested. The child was then asked to
try out the ideas in the classroom to see if they would help make
class activities more fun.

Individualized coaching. Children in this condition received

. coaching_ba sed_on_individual assersment of each child's peer relation. . .. .. .

difficulties. Information on each child came from four.major sources:
negative sociometric scores (whether the child was "negiected” or

11 | v



"rejected"), behavioral observations (to be described) and-structured
interviews with teachers and with'peers concerning specific‘behaviors :
displayed by each child in peer 1ntﬂ*act1on ‘

In general, individualized coaching followed the same procedures
as the -general coaching. The major d1fference between the two was
that once the child learned the four general concepts (in about the
third or fourth session), the coach began to focus on concepts wh1ch
the assessment data had shown to be particularly relevant for that
child. For instance, for a relatively nonverbal child emphas1s
would be placed on the co: ncept of communicat.on and the importance
of talking with others when children play together For a highly -
aggressive child the focus would be on c00perat1on, with discuss1on
of such things as a]ternat1ves to’ fighting for solving prob]ems 'As
in the general coacn1ng, focus was shifted from game sessions to
‘applying pr1nc1p1es to classroom activities during the Jast two or
three sessions. Again, however, the discussion centered on behav1ors
particularly prob]emat1c for the child as determined by assessment
data. _

Peer pairing condition. Chi]dren in this condition participated
in s1x game sessions, playing a different game w1th a different peer
partner in each session. The chiidren were asked how they 1iked the
games but received no coaching before or after the game sessions.

Behavioral Observations

Behavioral observations of children during regular classroom
activities were obtained before and after the intervention.  Obser-
vations obtained prior to the intervention were used to assess ‘
possible problems of low accepted children. Pre- and postinterven-.

__tion observations were compared in order to learn whether or not chil-

ren's behavior changed as a result of intervention. Two groups of
children were observed in each classroom: the three low status

12
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children and a comparison groun consisting of the two most popular
chitdren (one male, one female). These popular children had received
the highest average play fating from same-sex peers in their class-
rooms. )
‘ Behavioral observations were conducted by six paid undergraduates
- who were unaware of the purposes of the observations and the types

~ of children who were being observed. Each of the five children in

~ each classroom was observed for a total of 20 minutes both before

and after “intervention. Five minutes of observations were obtained
on each of four regular school days. Observers recorded the duration
of tiie each child was engaged in the Vollowing behaviors: (1) alone,
(2) observing, but not interacting with peers, (3) interacting with
teacher, (4) interacting with peers. To gain more information about
the types of peer interaction behaviors displayed, frequencies of

the following behaviors were recorded during the pericds of time in
which the child was engaged in peer interaction: (1) cooperative
behavior, (2) showing affection, (3) noncompliance behaviors, (4) de-
rogation, and (5) attack. | :

~ Interrater reliability was obtained by pairing two of the six

observers at random on one of the 4 days of observation. Reliability
was calculated separately for the duration and frequsncy measures.
The reliability formula was: agreements/agreements pius disagreements.
For the preintervention observations, reliability for the duration
measures averaged 75.8%, ranging from 72% to 79% between different
‘pairs of observers. - For tnhe frequency measures, reliability averaged
85%, ranging from 75% to 91% between different pairs of observers.
For the postintervention observations, reiiability for the duration
- measures averaged 79.5%, ranging from 71% to 89% for the different
pairs of observers. For the frequency measures, reiiability averaged
85%, ranging from 71% to 100%.

13
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Posttraining Asséssment )

Two weeks after the compietion of the interventions, the positive
peer nomination, the negative peer nomination, and the play rating
sociometric were again administered in each of the eight classrooms
by the same person who administered the pretest sociometrics.

Follow-Up Assessment

Long-term follow-up sociometric assessment of the children who
participated in the intervention phase of the study was made about
7 months after intervention had been completed. At the time of
follow-up, 21 of the original 24 children remained in the school
district. Of these, eight were from the individualized coaching
condition, six from the general coaching condition, and seven from the
peer pairing condition. The three sociometric measures were adminis-
tered by a male experimenter who was previously unconnected with the
- project and who did not know which children had been involved in the
interventions. 1

RESULTS

Sociometric ASsessment

A frequency count of the number of children receiving various
numbers of positive nominations at the first sociometric testing is
presented in Table 1. About 11% of the children received no nomi-
nations as “especially liked" from same-sex peers, and another 22%
received only one nomination. These percentages are quite simiiar
to tnose reported by Gronlund (1959). The slightly higher percen-
tages in the present study can be accounted for by the fact that
children were limited to three peer nominations. In the Gronlund
study, children could nominate five of their peers.

14
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TABLE 1

Distribution of Positive Peer Nominations

Wumber of Number of Percent of

Possible Children Recefving : Total Sample

Hominations this Number = (tt = 205)
0 23 1%
1 4 ' 22%
2 48 23%
3 34 17%
4 23 1z
5 1 5%
6 10 5%
7 8 4%
8 2 1%
9 1 0.5%
10 1 0.5%

, The use of both positive and negative sociometric criteria can be
used to discriminate between neglected and rejected children. Of

the 23 children who received. no positive nominations from same-sex
peers, 11 also received no negative nominations from peers (Table 2).
These children can be classified as neglected; they are neither 1iked
nor disliked. Seven of the 23 children received two or more negative
nominations. These children can be classified as rejected; they are
not accepted by peers and ave also openly rejected. A less strict
criteria of receiving one or no positive nominations from peers

would classify 67 of the 205 children as low accepted. Of these, 40

15
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TABLE 2

Number of Children Classified by
Positive and Negative Nomination Scores
?N = 205)

Number of Positive Choices
Received from Same-Sex Peers

(. 1~ 2ormore
e 0 1 15 82
Wumber of Hegative Choices , | 5 s 17 39
Received from Same-Sex Peers .
2 or mo 7 20 17

received one or no negative peer nominations and could be classified
as neglected. Another 27, who received two or more negative nominations,
could be classified as rejected by peers.

Table 3 presents the classification of children on the basis of
both the positive choice peer nominations and the play rating socio-
metric. Eleven children who received no positive nominations from
peers actually received rather favorable play ratings (ratings above

3.00). Although these children are not chosen as "especially liked"
by peers, they are, in fact rated fairly highly. Use of only the
positive peer nomination sociometric as a means of identifying
socially isolated children would classify these children as sccially
isolated when, according to the play ratings, the children are seen
favorably by same-sex peers. Similarly, if only play ratings are
used to identify socially isolated children (e.g., a criteria of a
play rating of 3.00 or less) then 12 childfen would be identified
as socially isolated who, in fact, receive positive nominations from

—
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TABLE 3

{lumber of Children Classified
by Positive MNomination and Play Rating Scores

MNumber of Positive Nominations
Received from Same-Sex Peers

0 1 2 or more
Average Play  between 1.00 and 2.00 3 2 0
Rating Received between 2.01 and 2.00 9 20 12
fromeame=  between 3.01 and 4.0 10 19 68
between 4.01 and 5.00 1 3 58

two or more same-sex peers. Thus, use of'multiple sociometric
measures is necessary to accurately identify children who are
socially isolated in their classrooms. Vhen both play ratings (a
score of 3.00 or less) and positive nominations (receiving one or
no nominations) are used as criteria for identifying socially iso-
lated children, 34 children, or 17%, are identified as socfally
isolated. ‘
Classification of children using all three socionetric measures
is presented in Table 4. As shown in the table, inclusion of peer
ratings is particularly important for accurate identification of
isolated children. Rejected children tend to receive fairly low
play ratings. Of the seven children who received no positive and
two or more negative nominations, only one child received an average
play rating above 3.00. However, neglected children are found to
receive either low or fairly high play ratings. Of the 11 children

17
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tunber of Children Classified by Positive fomination,
* Jlegative Howination, and Play Rating Scores

* flmper of Positive Nominations
0 Iy Lormore

(Fber ot | Tuber of | Finber of

|Negative leative | Negative
dominations | lominations | Hominations
‘ L o 25; 2 or
Ulwe UV e | 0T e

eteen 100 000 11 0 2 {00 2 {00 0

iere  betieen 201 and 300 15 0 4 ) 4]3‘ ) 3T
My | | | -
Rating |

| betyeen 30 and 800 (4 5 1 (% 8 0 310

petyeen 401 nd 5,00 (10 0 {30 0 M0
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17
who received no positive and no negative nominations, six received
play ratings below 3.00, but five received play ratings above 3.00.
In fact, on? neglected child received a play rating above 4.00.
Thus, only six of the 11 negelected children would be classified as
socially isolated using a criterion of a play rating below 3.00.
The peer rating sociometric, then, provides for a more accurate
means of classifying socially isolated children, removing from that
classification children who receive favorable peer ratings, but
receive no positive nominations.

Correlational analyses were performed to learn how the various
measures interrelated. As in previous research (e g., Hartup,
Glazer, & Charlesworth, 1967; Roff, Sells, & Golden, 1972), only a
moderate negative correlation was found between sociometric scores,
r(203) = -.28, p < .01. The average play rating-soctometric, how-
ever, was found to be significantly related'to the?pos1tive nomi-
nations, r(203) = .63, p < .01, and significantly and negatively
"related to the negative peer nominations. r (203) = 63, p < .01.
This finding suggests that the. ratin$ scale sociometric “provides
information similar to that obtained‘by the positive and negative
nomination sociometric without forcing children to choose peers
according to negative criteria. | :

The stability of the three Sociometric Scores was examined by
correlating scores received at the first and second times of testing.
These two times were separated by a 4-month interval. These correla-
tions are presented in Table 5, for each classroom and for the total
sample. The sample size is somewhat reduced"(N=188) due to children
moving between testing dates. In general; scores were fairly stable
over the 4-month interval. The median correlations for the positive
nomination,‘negatiVe nomination, and pliay ratings were .72, .49, and
.77, respectively. This tendency for the piay rating to be somewhat
more reliable than the positive nomination‘scofes replicates an
earlier finding {Oden & Asher, in press). The greater stability of
positive nomination data compared to negative nomination data also
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TABLE 5

Corre]at1ons for Positive Nomination, :
Hegative Homination, and Play Rating Scores Between
Two Times of.Testing by Classroom and All Ciassrooms Combined

Classroom ~ Positive Negative Play Ratings
Nominations  Nominations 1 :

1 n=18 R .30 S .60

2 n=20 52x 23 .72%

3 n=24 .66* JT7* .82
4 n=22 . ,53% .66 | .76
5 n=25 4% 60 90

6 n=2l] e BN - .86*

7 n=33 .83* L37%* T2
8 n=2l . .80* .33 JTT*
AN | '

Classrooms

Combined : ;

n=18 q2* a8 75*
* p< .0l

** p < .05

- replicates earlier findings (Hartup,‘Glazer,‘&~Charleswcrth, 19673
Roff, Sells, & Golden, 1972).

Effects of Intervention on Sociometric Status
The next set of analyses tested for changes in sociometric

status as a result of the various training conditions. The first
‘analysis is based on sociome:iic measures obta1ned for the 21
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children participating in the ‘intérvention phase of the study who
were available at follow-up tésting. Between posttesting and
follow-up, children had progressed in grade level, and classroom
groups did not remain the same: Thus, the isolated chi]dren from
the original sample were rated at fol]ow-up by peers who were not
the1r classmates at. pretest and posttest These changes could
affect sociometric ratings in a- number of ways. Since the children
are rated by different peers at fol]ow-up, ch11dren in the different
classes may have used the rating scale differently. Also, children
from each of the three conditions were no longer equally represented
in each c]assroom. '

Therefore, for each time of test1ng, nomination scores and play
rat1ngs received by the 21 isolated ch11dren were converted to Z scores
(z=X - X/SD). These scores provided information on isolated
children's .relative peer status in their classrooms at each-time of
testing. A 3 {Condition)X 3 (Time) analysis of variance was per-
formed on these Z scores for each of the t‘hree’socionietric measures. -
A source table for these analyses 1s presented in Table 6. For
each measure the ‘main effect of time was. sign1f1cant, ‘with ch11dren
regressing toward the class means over t1me.  This. finding is s1mi]ar
to the effect obtained in the Oden and Asher (1n press) work. " More
important are potentia] effects of cond1tion and condition X time.

As seen in Table 6 ne1ther of these effects were s1gn1f1cant for

any of the; three measures. Thus, in contrast to ear]ier find1ngs,
,_coach1ng does not ~appear to have been more effect1ve than peer i
pairing alone. : Ve e oy e D

One focus of this study was on the effect of individualization
‘of the coaching procedure. Even though evidence for individualization
~ effects are not demonstrated in the overall‘resu]ts,'an‘analysis of
individual changes in sociometric. scores was made. Analyses'of
change in p]ay rat1ngs received for each isolated child were made
usiing a method presented by Gottman, Gonso,andSchuler (1975). Each
peer rating received by each child is treated as a single observation.
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TABLE 6

20

AnaIySis of Vériance‘fOr Each of the Sociometric Measures

Positive:Peer Nominations

Source v df - Ms E

Between subjects: , o
Condition 2 1.623 1.029
Error ‘ 18 - 1.578

Within subjects: ‘ ‘ K
Time 2 6.159 3.643*
Condition X Time 4 1.370 .810
Residual 36 a 1.691 '

Negative Peer Hominations

Source df B Hs E

Between subjects: o 4 |
Condition- 2 5.921 -.982

~ Error 18 - 6.027

Within subjects: B | ‘
Time 2 - 12.444 4,924*
Condition X Time 4 .864 .342
Residual 36 2.527

Play Ratings

Source df | MS F

Between subjects: |
Condition 2 C1.224 2,142
Error 18 . . .57 o

Within subjects: _
Time 1.273 5.660*
Condition X Time .215 .955
‘Residual

36 225

*p < .05
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Comparison of these individual ratings from pre- to posttesting,
using'a one way analysis of-variance, provides an indication of
change in play ratings over time for each child. This analysis was
not possible with follow-up ratings because the peers providing
ratings had changed from pretest to foliow-up. Thus, individual o
analyses are based only on pre- to.posttest ratings.. L S
As seen in Table 7, no child ﬁﬁ either the general couching
condition or in the peer pairing condition showed any significant changes
in play ratings received, nor any trends approaching significance.
In the individualized coaching condition one child decreased signifi-
cantly and one child improved significantly. Two other children im-
proved to a degree that approached significance. These individual
data suggest that any changes as a result of intervention-were found
in the individualized coaching condition. |

~

Behavioral Observations

~ A one way analysis of variance was performed on pretest observa-
tions to learn whether isolated and popular children initially
differed in their behavior. No significant differences between isolated
and popular children were found on any of the behavioral measures.
Another one way analysis of variance Was‘performedvto learn whether
neglected and rejected children differed in observed behavior. The
sample size for this analysis was small; only six of the 24 children
~ could be classified as neglected and 18 as rejected. ’Novsignificantm
differentes were found between neglected and rejected children on any
of the behavioral measures. . o

In order to learn whether children in each of the three inter-

vention conditions”chahgbd in observed behavior from pre- to posttest
“observations, a 3 (Condition) X 2 (Time) analysis of variance was
performed on each of the behavioral measures. No'significant main
effects or interactions were found for any of the behavioral measures.
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TABLE 7

Individual Analyses for Play Ratings Received from Same-Sex Peers
at Pre- and Posttest for the Three Interventior Conditions

Individualized Coaching Condition

Subject Grade Average Play Rating Received  df E
~ Pre Post ,
1 3 2.20 3.40 §],18) 3.600%**
2 3 2.25 3.44 ‘ 1,30) 5.554*
3 4 2.50 2.31 (1 :25; .124
4 4 1.50 1.55 (],2];1‘ .011
5 4 3.33 4,08 g],ZZ) 2.902%%*%
6 4 2.62 1.79 1,25)  2.942%*
7 5 2.92 2.67 (1.22) .220
8 5 213 1.88 (1,14)  .093
General Coaching Condition o
Subject Grade  Average Play Rating Received df  F
‘ Pre Post ' )
1 3. 2.45 2.80 (1 ,193 .256
2 3 2.13 2.12 (1’30 ©.008
3 4 2.55 1.86 (]’]5) 1.844
4 4 2.54 - 1.83 (]323) 1.254
5 4 1.80 2.00 (1,16) .072
6 4 2.00 - 1.50 (]’]6); .790
7 5 2.75 2.75 (1,22) .000
8 5 2.38 2.86 (],]3) .005
Peer Pairing Condition |
Subject Grade Average Play Rating Received df . F
Pre Post ‘
R 1,92 1.90 - (1,20) .008
2 3 2.80 3.59 (]’30)‘ 1.641
3 4 2.79 2.23 (1+25) 1.276
4 4 2.69 2.42 (1,23) .166
5 4 3.11 2.00 (]’]6) 2.410
) 4 2.42 2.62 (1,23) .18
7 5 2.75 3.08 (],22) 311
8 5 2.75 3.57 (1213)  .758
*p < .05
% p < .10
*x%kp < .11
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The behavioral observation data thus ‘showed no effects of train1ng
on observed behavior across cond1t1on or. t1me. ‘

olsoussxou

The present study updates Gronlund's (1959) findings on the pro-
portions of children who are socially.isolated in their classrooms.
Cons1dering the fact that ear]y social isolation is predict1ve of
Jlater adjustment problems {e.g., Cowen et al., 1973; Roff et al. 1972),.
the finding that 1i% of the ch.]dren in th1s sanple 1ack fr1ends in |
their classrooms po1nts to the need for develop1ng strateg1es for
helping these children learn to 1nteract more effect1ve1y with peers.

Results of the study also prov1de 1nformat1on on pro edures for ;
'1dent1fy1ng socially isolated chi dren. F1rst the data- 1nd1cate
that multiple soc1ometr1c criteria are. needed Much of the prev1ous :
research has relied on positive and negat1ve nominat1on scores as
criteria for 1dent1ficat1on of socia]]y isolated children. The
results of the present study point out the 1mportance of includ1ng
peer rat1ngs in order to arcurately ident1fy soc1a11y iso]ated
' chi]dren Ideally, all three types of soc1ometr1c cr1ter1a are ]‘
needed. ' However, as pointed out previously, there are. eth1ca1 prob]ems
associated with the use of negative nomvnations. o L L

Can suff1c1ent 1nformation be obtained by us1ng on]y pos1tive‘
,‘nomlnat1ons and peer rat1ngs? We - th1nk that there are- two 1mportant
~ae]ements 1n def1n1ng a soc1a11y 1solated chi]d 0ne is. that the i An”_‘
child 1acks friends and the other is. that the chi]d is not generally :

. accepted by peers. A soc1a11y 1solated child can be d1stingu1shed

from two other types of children. One is a ch11d who lacks friends :
but is generally well liked; another is a ch11d who is generally
disliked but, in fact, has friends. The comb1ned use of - posit1ve
nominat1on and rat1ng scale measures prov1des a bas1s for: discr1m1-
nating among these different types of children. The number of pos1-
tive nominations a chj]direcejves refiects, we believe, the number
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 of friends a child has. The average rating score seems to provide,
an overall index of the child 'S acceptabil1ty or likeabil1ty._ In
' the present study and in future research, we plan to use both these
types of measures for selecting 1solated children. It seems that
work in tliis area can proceed without relying upon negative nomina-
tion measures. ’ “ S SR 1-' :
| ~ One interesting f1nd1ng that repl1cates earl1er research is

‘the greater stability ‘of positive than negative nominations. Perhapselﬁig'

a child gives negative nominations to those peers who. have rec 1
"been aversive, 1rr1tating 1n some way, or who perhaps d1d som* o
- that hurt the child's feelings., The part1cular “offenders“ may vary =
somewhat. from day -to day, decreas1ng the reliability of the measure.'
Positive nominations, however, may’. reflect long tenn relationships -
'(1 e., friendships) and as such be less affected by day-to-day events. -
The stability of the play rating measure also. replicates ear-
1ier findings. This measure is probably so stable because each ch1ld’
score is the average of ratings rece1ved from all same-sex peers. .
Fluctuations in the ratings given by one classmate to a child will
have little effect on a child's’ score since that rating is only one .
of perhaps 10 to 15 other ratings. o
The observation system used in the present study was an attempt
to combine both duration and frequency measures in a s1ngle coding
system. Observations were made over a number of days and for sub-
stantial periods of time for each child. ‘Interrater rel1ability
was-rather‘high.‘ It is'interesting, therefbre, that behavioral
observations did not differentiate between isolated and popular-
children. Oden and Asher (in press) also reported no differences
between observed behaviors of isolated and popular children observed
dur1ng initial gale sessions with peers. These game sess1ons were
part of the intervention procedure and were des1gned to optimize
positive peer interaction. Thus, one possible explanation for the
Uden and Asher findings was that the observations did not provide a

27




25

typicé] picture of peer interaction. In the present study, behavioral
observations were conducted in the classroom during regula: class
activities in an attempt to obtain a picture of the interaction
behaviors of isolated and popular children under classroom ccnditions.
Even so, no differences were found. ‘ K

These resuits are surpr151ng in light of other research which
has reported significant relationships between observed behavior
and sociometric status (e.g., Gottman, Gonso, & Rasmussen, 1975; .
Hartup, Glazer, & Charlesworth, 1967, Harsha]l & ficCandless, 1957a, b;
HcGuire, 1973; ioore & Updegraff, 1964). One possibie explanation
for the rindings in the present study is that a more complex obser-
vational system'including a}greater variety of positive behaviors
may be needed to detect these differences.

€inally, sociometric assessment of children at posftest and
follow-up indicated no overall differences in sociometric status
as a result of the different intervention procedures. Thus, the
present study failed to replicate the findings of Oden and Asher
(in press) on the effectiveness of the coaching intervention proce-
dure. One poss1b]e exp]anat1on is the differences in the ages of
children included in the two studies. The present study included
children in the third, fourth, and fifth grades while only third
and fourth grade children were included in the Oden and Asher study.
As can be seen in the individual analyses presented in Table 7,
children in the fifth grade showed no changes in socicmetric status
in any of the condi;ioné. The one child who showed significant
gains in sociometric status was in the third grade, and the two
children who showed some increase in peer acceptance were in the
third and fourth grade.

It may be that the coaching technique is more effective with
younger chi dren. Some supportive data for this notion comes from
four second grade children who were coached by the first author
in piloting the individualized coaching procedure. Three of these
children made substantial gains in sociometric status and the other
child remained the sanie.
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There are a few reasons why younger children might be more
affected by coaching. One possibility is that because the peer
group is less stable at this age (Horrocks & Buker, 1951), it is
easier for a child to gain acceptance from classmates. Further re-
search is being carried out to test the affects of social skill
training at different ages. A study in progress with third. through
sixth grade children will provide additional information.
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